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In gensral the mmbers 1isted below are keyed to the mmbers
set forth in Asnex C to the JUS Reviston, document DCS/5 B.

1. The JC5 suggests addition of Foland and Cmechoslovekia to
the countries to be inspected on the ground that the proposed five
oations would afford an adventage to the USSR over the Allies from
an intelligence standpoint. 7This warrants careful consideration and
it % that the intelligence to be gained by the UBSR in
the four countries” is far ocutweighed hy the intelligence
to be guined by an inspection in Russia proper. One of the unique
features of the inspection proposal is that the United States stands
to gain far more than it would lose by an fnspection in view of the
posucity of information svailsble currently from within the boundaries
of Russia.

2. Wwe 4o pot object to this change but see no pecessity since
the composition is covered in Amnex B. Further, the originel wording
is repeated in paregraph IX A. 1. of the original position paper ss
vell a8 in the JUS Revision.

3. Concur.

h. Again it occurs to us that on the theory of net gain to the
United States, photogrephy from the ground is & highly desirshle
feature. Therefore, the XS suggestion should be carefully constdered
before deletion of ground photography.

5« Believe lmmaterial but have no cbjection to JCS chenges.
Imwediately following their i{nsert are the words “"the date® which
should read "the data”.

6. The JCS suggests limitstion of inspection tc one sach of the
various categories rsther than the suggested two on the grounds thet
this should suffice for a test inspection. If it 1s true that the
United States has more to gain by inspection than does the USSR, we
see no reason at this stage to limit inspection to coe rather than two.
Believe this warrants further consideration.

To ¥e must defer to the Atomic Energy experts on this eme.
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8. Contur.

Note: In the JCS position paper there are two footnotes
1sbeled 8, one occourring in the latter part of the Abstract and
the other occurring in item 4 of the Tesms of Referemce. e would
concur in both suggesstions for change.

9, Concur.

Item 7 of the Terus of Reference in the X8 paper refers
£0 agreements vhereas the original position paper refers to
arrangements. Ye have s slight preference for the original.

In I. A, 1., there {s a parenthetical statement "vith the
exception of item 8" obviously referring to item 8 of the Abatract
and item J h. of paregraph I. A. For clarity this should be corrected.

9. Same as b,
10. Some as 3.
1l. Comcur.

"Objects of control™ in I. A. 3. should resd “cbjects of
inspection”. They sre S0 referred to in Annex B, pmragraph 2 B,

12, Seme 88 5 with respect to two installations versus one;
othervise concur that the JCS description 15 more accurste and
really spells cut two different types of Army installations.

13. Same as 7.

1k, Agree with JUS insertion of the word “snd”. Believe insertion
of "its members” is wmecessary and inconsistent with peragreph 2 of
Annex B of both the original and JCS Revision.

15. Comcur.

The title to Amnex A "ldemtification of Objects of Cantrol"
should properly be "Objects of Inspection”. See comment above after
item 11.
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16. Seme as 6.

The first sentence of item 1. states that inspection will
"be limited to". Suggest consideraticn to insert “inclods” in liew
of "be limited to".in order to asmue coversge. On balance the
positive statement seems to accomglish more of the purpose then the
nogative limitation. If edopted, the title should also be adjusted.
I?n Conour.
15. Conecur.

190 Covcur.

22. Sewe as 6.
23. Ssme as 6.
2. Sems a8 6; eoncur in the restatement of the types of air

25. Comcur.
26. Sewe as 17.
27. Sewe as 18.
26. Concur.

29. It is suggested thet i the net gain concept is applicedle
gwmn,amaumwm-ummm
sensitive” training equipment. Mherefore, would suggest retention
of ariginal woading. Honconourvesmce with JCS suggestion.

Item 5> m. Both veriations refer to externs)l ersminstion
of aircraft. In considerstion of priceiples of net gain to the
United States in the intelligence field, wiy not suggest internal
oamdnstion of airevaft.

30. Sense as G.

31. It would sppesr thet this inforemtion would be just as
sensitive to the USSR as it is to the United Stetes. Therefore, oo
:ﬁin&wmm,umrum' 0 retain the origioal
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32. Agree with the suggested inclasion of examination of
submarines but agsia vy not include intermal examinetion as well
as extermal.

33. Concur.

3h. Concur.

35' Concur.

36. XS suggests deletion of the item on the beals of senaitivity.
In lieu of the possible net gain to the United States, this should be
congidered carefully.

37. BSeme ss 35.

&7. Concur.

48. Same as 7 as t0 the technical sspects. The wholesale deletion
in the JCS Revision suggests complete negative approsmch in this one field
mwmﬁmnwmmﬁnmamwmm
concept.

ha» Concur.

50. The JCUS revision here that the access te budgets will be as
matually sgreed on opens the door completely to the possibility of not
agreeing on suything and it is believed thmt this approach is negative
and the United States stends to gain more Ly access than does the USSR,
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51. The JCS merely notes consistency as the reason for this
change. However, it is for consistency with the JCB position with
relation to nmuclear energy establisiments snd 1f they are overruled
othervise on this subject, it should not be deleted. The insertion
of naval base and Army beae is acceptable but do not believe that
shipyards should be deleted.

52. Concur.
53. Comecur.
Sh. Same as 2.
55. Concur.
56. Comeur.
57. Concur.

Hote: In the JCS Revision in Annex B there is no 57
indicated although it is cbvious that it refers to paregraph 2 b.

tc panel mambers, etc., from comtrol, sesrch, seizure, and the rest.
In any event it is probedble that this subperagreph should be rewritten
in its entirety to sssure the precise expressions of intent.

59. Contur.

60. ¥We believe the XS Revision saccomplishes no change snd that
thelr reason for change is not explanstcory of the change. Prefer
original wording.

6l. Comecur.
620 Concura

63. The JCS Revision deletes reference to use of coles and provides
for reports in mutually agreed method. I believe the X5 suggestion is
subject to the asme criticism that they direct at the original
in that it may prove controversiml. Therefore it might be better to
dalete entively.

&4, Concur.

65. Conecur.
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25X1C
66. a 2o concerned has been
mads avellsbls sl the USSR, that from
the United States "SURBINEAT o Justifiention for classi-~

fication in the accepted sense. Since it is available both bo
MmW‘m,Mqumm
basis for classification in the United States sense ani oo

necessity for it in the UN sense. Therefore recommend deletd
of this item, o

67. Copeur.




